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3orry about running <*w*j from the phono, but wo have dinner daily at 
about 4! 2J and everything wao reedy just then. 



When you phoned I was waking up a list of things I subscribe to, with a 
eolunn for expiration dates. Se far it is 22 itasus long#, & may not be eomplato 
yet. Shclosing * fax of it far your aausenent. You night be doubly amused when 
I tell you that at the tiass of *y *id-fa«ifi« experionee in 3\mwr *66 I sub- 
eeribed to absolutely nothing - unless it right have been one *r two amateur 
radio aagasines. One, I guess. Looking bask on it, I'm thinking maybe I should* 
stood in WM bed that *orni«g when Rewdnger was tapping on the door & tolling 
re maybe I ought to come look. 



Who Weisberg is, I just don't know, ill I know is that I'll turn to W«is»- 
berg's books first when I have to turn to a ''aritic". He is certainly doing the 
most convincing job among them all in sailing attention to the real essentials - 
at least among the offerings that the man on the street can buy. A puasling 
thing, among maybe other pussling things about him, is that despite the enormous 
amout of iMSHM legitimate material ho has to offer, does offer, he does at 
the e*»e time seem to "sabotage" , himself now & then by saying things he must know 
ire not true. You knew already about the Kinox. This afternoon I read in hio 
Osw In f*ow Orleans, p37* 



"While all the typed transcripts were still "TOP SECRET'' 
three year 3 after the assassination, Liebeler promised that 
"a copy of the transcript will be made available to General 
Walker" through the stenographer. It therefore is less than 
surprising. . .eta. . . " (11H415) 



Now what Weisberg is wanting to suggest here is that Walker and Liobeler 
are bedfellows, or however one would say it. Maybe they are, and I wouldn't 
quarrel with ths possibility. Especially having read the vol 11 testimony 
aayaalf • But what I do come to * full stop shout is VSeisberg’s calling attention 
to this by introducing a completely falsa assertion, er suggestion! He wants 
his readers to believe that Gen Walker, perhaps as sew kind of political 
buddy of Liebeler, is being ef fared sene Hop secret" transcript of his testimony, 
a thing which was denied the ether hundreds whe testified* Helen, when you get 
into the 1-15 vol a (mostly within ths 6-12 vols, as I remember) you will see 
case after case of the interviewee, to coin a useful word, being told that he 
esan have a copy of what he has just said by asking the court reporter for it 
later, si»p.ly by making the request & then asking the reporter how muah he wants 
for his extra trouble - which seem# usually to be 35$ per page. 



So this raises related questions. Why should Weisberg have to resort to 
dishonest means, and especially such easily discernible dishonest naans , when 
at the eaaw time he is providing us page after page with hundreds of unassailable 
facts? A few months ago I might have skipped over this, thinking maybe that this 
waa a typical UFO dodge, in which anybody who wanted to have himself heard did 
it more or less freely as long as he sprinkled himself with enough cow droppings 
along the wsy so that he could be easily '•discredited” whenever necessary. Today 
I can’t any longer think that, not after having road 3 1/2 vo of Weisberg. 
The reason I can’t think it is because fa© Just simply does not dilute himself 
sufficiently with easily discreditable words. Tha ratio isn’t right. He 
s&ya too much. 
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This leads to Another question, still on the subject of Weisberg'e p37 
remark. la it possible that Waieberg hiftgelf has not actually covered vole 1 
thru 15? It is a fast th*t JKF was shot on 22 Nov 63, a fast that the entire 
27 JFK volumes appeared a year later It Appears also as a fast that We icbsrg 
has lead the critic parade from the ^ginning, and has "dons mere" than all the 
rest of the® combined, ouraly this one awn must know better than 1 man in 
10,000 or 1 man in 100,000 or one man in 1,000,000 that General Walker could 
have had his "top secret" transcript for the asking, upon request & snail pay- 
ment. 

Have Just now opened vol 11 to see what preceded & followed Wciaberg’s 
reference to 11H415* In doing so, hare discovered that this page does not con- 
tain that quote. I seem to remember the quote he gives, though, so won’t search 
for it. But in looking back to the first p&ge of the Walker testimony (11M404) 
to get the date, I see on that page the following; 

(Referring to the Walker testimony to bo taken:) "It saay be 
purchased from the court reporter hare in Dallas." 

That was said by Liebeler to Walker in the presence of Walker’s lawyer 
(General Watts) and you will find it where I say you will find it, 11H404. 

Pardcn me for beating a dead horse, but the above offer of ctle of testimony 
transcript was made to Gen Walker on 23 July 64 and a oo^aon offering as long 
as it was suspjMstod that the witness might be asking for it. To piak out om 
example frosa probably at least a desen, there is Stovall on pl73, vml 10* Jeriner 
tells Stovall M ...wo have it written up for ourselves and that is why you can 
have a copy of it #<!# at 35 acute a page*, referring to the "TOP SECRKT" testimony 
which Wcisberg infers cannot be tf delivered except between people within sc sac 
one inner circle or another. Noting that Stovall appeared in the testimony vols 
4 months before Walker, there can’t be much question about precedence o ♦ 

Incidentally, to lessen your confusion: The Stovall I juet picked is not 

the same Stovall who picked the photographic equipment (Minox, Stereo, etc) out 
out Marina’s underwear. This Stovall ia the Stovall who employed Marina’ a hue- 
band in his photographic-process business. They ere both "R* Stovall" and they 
both wear plain clothes, but one is haaaed Robert and the other Richard. Just 
want to clarify this & uneonfuse you, knowing how alert you must be to coincidences* 

* # * a # 

9 Jan. Had abandoned this letter during one of those lucid momsnte when 
I could sec the uselessness of what I was doing, whatever I was doing. Guess 
I must have had soma reservation because I didn’t tear it up. Thanks to being 
tanked up on BUSCH I aaa back at it again. 

Having re-read this, I tec I have to explain: The significance, or on© 

significance, of Weiaberg’a attention to the Walker - Secret Testimony thing, 
an obviously erroneous reference, is thia: That it sounds so much like the kind 

of error which can arise out of a CGMMITTKH) formulating and writing a book, 
rather than an error which one individual could stake after reading for himself 
the first 15 vols - even if he read them thru quickly. There must be a dosen 
or more examples in the testimony voluswa of persona being told that they can 
have, within days, a transcript of their testimony at ac*w nominal east by simply 
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buttonholing the sourt reporter after the testimony ia over. 

Anybody mulling over this slip long am ugh a an coma up within his imagination 
a number of ways in whioh suah an accident can occur in a book* A "Ccsasdttse" 
theory seems to ma to offer up the greatest possibilities, the greatest chanoo 
for ilMA)# a misunderstanding and such a blunder* The l®a3t possible chance of 
such an error taking place is the case of one man, Weisberg, making this alarming 
mistake on hi a own after having himself done the 1-15 vole. And having now read 
four of his books and having heard him twiao on WLCY - it is Just absolutely 
inconceivable to m that ho isn’t about twelve (12) tins a jaore capable than I 
am* Yet this Walks r-Liebe lor thing appears as one of the "highlights" of the 
Csw in NO book and is referred to later on »o»a otter page and seami^ly cannot 
be just a thoughtless error. 

Well, that is all I can say. have already said that he night need to cabo- 
tage himself - as though he w^ro writing about UFOs. Maybe I should be happy to 
not knew just what is going on. 

A suggestion about doing the L-15 vols; If you refer to them while browsing 
thru 16-26 or while reading a "critic" paperback, jo# ought make a mark at the 
top of these page a ("R" for "I have already read this once before, out of se- 
quence", or any such raark). I did not do this, and ft consequence of not doing it 
is that you will stumble onto se®v$ familiar thing every now & then & will not 
be able to tell if yt»u've found a brand-new coincidence . The ideal thing would 
be noting on the page the thing which drew you to it. But of course then you 
get dragged down to a snail-pace by writing margin notes you suapeot you’ll maybe 
never again refer to* It’s a problem. It* 3 doubly a problem if you are already 
involved in maintaining a notebook, a thing which I did not do* 

Somehow can’t believe that there isn't available a caw where sews mimeo- 
graphed coordination among all the amateur assassination experts. Even if it were 
as diluted and pre -sabot aged as all the various UFO sdmeos, it would bo well worth 
having. If you continue an interest in this, guess you would want to search out 
any possibility ftUHf of such a thing - maybe by asking Wwoisberg if you continue 
correspondence with him. I make a point of mentioning this because I'm on the 
point of "bowing out" of the JFK thing, having core to a sort of end, but still 
wanting to read whatever eomaj mp way - a ©peel ally the moat outrageous & redieuloua 
things. 

Ha... here ia aoae thing. Lyle Stuart’s THE INDEPENDENT, which is a thing I 
get. Don’t understand hia preoccupation with "pornography for its own sake", whieh 
is a thing he does promote. It might be only a front for other things, I don’t 
know. But what I do know is that he is a source of "information" you don’t always 
find when you drop into your local drug store or book store. If ho doesn't put 
it in hia paper, he might have % it for sale in a book. He is the one who aeemr- 
ingly bought out University Books, and now freely offers THE VELI&OVSKY AFFAIR 
to any scientist who doesn’t mind receiving it by mail from The Mystic Arts Book 
Society, or aom sudh. Bound familiar? Just can't put him into ary category, * 
doh’t know what or who he ia. He might even b$ in a class by himself, like moat 
of u*. You don’t get his THE INDEPENDENT as far as I know, so maybe you will be 
surprised to know that he seems to have a free access to Cuba, visiting Cuba, 
when he wants to. He gomes back from hia trips and tells us all nice thi>ige about 
Cuba and hew well things are going in view of all tho various outside pressures. 

He has to, of course, if he over wants to return there. But the "coloring" ho gives 
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his long# stories about visits to Cuba may not be any more "colored" than 
reports given by others. E>refc the St Pete Tiaas, seemingly on the cams aid© of 
the fen©*, doesn’t want to agree with the color. The Times makes itself rather 
elear by saying nothing, ever, while taking a proper liberal stance la whatever 
else it Blight want to editorialise about. 

Where all this puts Lyle Stuart, I dunno. I am grateful to the old gent who 
called in to Op*n Mika a few nights ago and »&d® hiaeelf unintentionally aisundsr- 
stood by suggesting that there might be an effort on soa&aemoe part to 

confuse Liberals with Cosmunifct®. It was a good point, siren though he aee^d to 
be buffaloed by what he’d said after Fcuark had essentially agreed with hi®. Don’t 
know if# whether Lyle Stuartt is a CoMfciniet, in the real sense, or whether he might 
be simply another one of us Jew-Christians with emotions, a person who will go off 
and cry to himself when he sees his paperboy, a little nigger-boy, get stuffed into 
a pauper's grave after getting hit by 0 taxicab - that sort of thing* 

Sorry about this (courtesy BUSCH, the Bavarian Beer), but what I stopped about 
(see "Ha... M , previous page) was to say I’m enclosing a photo clip from tho loot 
issue of the INDEPENDENT showing Che Gvarrara & Lylo Stuart together. When I first 
glanced at the picture a few days ago mf first impression was that I was looking 
at your Bob, and I didn’t get unahook-up until looking at the caption. I ««n look 
at the picture now & see clearly that it isn’t your Bob. Shades of Oswald, people 
being shown selected pictured! 

This just pops into my head for no reason: Armstrong Exhibit 5302, a picture 

I’ve just relocated by flipping pages looking for it. XIX, p35* Thanks to my not 
having maintained the right notes I can’t toll you who it was, but I &a referring to 
s«me «&a, a 1-15 vitiates, tom® m m who was known to MMOUktiS tho Sister of Darlene 
Roberts if I remember it right, Maybe volt 10-14, s case where. This fellow was shown 
tho Armstrong 5302 photo, allegedly. Unless I have lost the last of ay car bio a, 
the man was shewn this photo in tho sente of wanting to know whether this resembled 
Oswald. The answer wa« team thing like "Ho, the hair isn’t HMM thin enough on top" 
or something like that. How, apart from whatever else I might have thought myster- 
ious about this I do recall this distinct impression: "This is like having somebody 

show a picture of Wallace Beery to a man and aeking hla if this is Jackie Cooper 
and then having him tell you that it probably can’t be Jackie Cooper because tho 
hair isn’t just right." Good gosh, even if the wittneso were a template phoney he 
would know that Oswald was a yolmg thicken in his early twenties and certainly 
nothing at all like the 5302 n an who is obviously not far from 50. 

Well I’ll be da&r&d... I was just thi«bing thru XIX, looking for p326 5c 
thinking I’d find southing connecting with this, Bertha Cheek, and I find on the 
back aide of 326 the very page I was wanting to describe to you a couple of weeks 
ago: the DPD logsheet with the "computerised flavor". Sorry, I told you it waa a 
left-hand page. I waa so sure it was. Amyway, I’ve rediscovered it, and there 
it is. Apart from the significance of it, the part we’ve discussed, what a shame 
we can’t have any more than this one tiny sheet - part of L thru Part of H on this 
particular date. Wonder what A thru Z might reveal, covering Nov 22, 23 , 24 «* 
a starter? I note also, confirming what I thought I’d seen, that this was done 
on a standard DPD form - presumably a standard normal procedure. Whether it was 
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handled routinely £ on thie DPD form by a ecstputsr or whether it was handled 
routinely by a bunah of girls, sow kind of inference has to b* drawn* In fact, 
probably a b\m«h of infers uae*. This is the aa»j police department In which the 
chief of homicide swsara he can’t have a tape recorder even though he has kept 
asking for one, as he is reports! as testifying in say edition of the Warren vol- 
ume 6 * Don* t know if I’» trying to be funny or sarcastic or what, referring to 
"my edition 5 ’ of the hooka. What I do knew, though, is that wh^n you dig deep 
enough into anything you are apt to find stall iritios with things you’ve dug into 
in "completely different” areas. After a while you ait up & take note of all 
the coincidences & then you sit back down & speculate about all the erqsy poss- 
ibilities, I s»en, don’t wo? 

In honesty, 3hould say that I don’t believe that "different editions” of 
the 2? volumes ars balng serrod up as medod. Guess I’>Ti getting Oloopy. TIkw 
to go to bed. 



See® to have worked myself into a mischievous & ugly B'ood. Will slip MH# 
this into ths Thcrmofax &• mnd Weinberg a copy It is, after all, Welsh erg that 
this whole letter centers' about* hop® you don’t mind if I say that you are Mrs 
Helen Hartmann, 4666 27th *ve North, St Petersburg Fla 33713 and that probably 
wouldn’t mind getting a mad letter frcai Kr Welsh erg if lie should bt> mad about any- 
thing. Me, I’m dropping out of all of this. It’s all yours. 



Regards, 



/ 




